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Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1

Public Comment Document N3 Comment(s) Response to Comments
Table B N3-12/53 (continued}
able
et " four Superfund projects to date. These previous demonstrations and the treatability
TAN Sie Contamnre Coae z . study show that planar ISV could be expected to successfully treat the V-Tank con-
AN Cask StoragoFad | Groms Alpha 330pCig {a) Table A-5-3 tents and surrounding contaminated soil to achieve final remediation goals.
Gross Bets 25,600 Cvg - For the V-Tanks treatability study, two tests were performed. The first test, using
Cs137 30,400 pCig - soil from the TAN site, demonstrated that planar ISV can develop a melt of suffi-
- cient scale and configuration to process the 10,000-gal V-Tanks. The second test
TST-1 B it was performed on a 4,500-gal scaled-down version of a V-Tank containing simu-
Lead 1830 mp'kg (ad Likely ewtends LOR lated studge and liguids, including a non-radioactive cesium compound. The
gg"mﬁ;m volatile materials present in the actual V-Tanks were also simulated. The remain-
£2) Table A-2-3 ing void space in the tank was filled with soil. A post-test evaluation showed that
- ; the melts developed symmetrically with no pressure build-up generated within the
Tiﬁﬁ:‘!ﬂﬂ?ﬁu g:::iTBcu ::nn':gn:‘.(if;! ' ::i“{‘ilrle A5t tank. The tank was successfully ireated with no process upsets. Evaluation of the
. : , pre- and post-test chemical sampling data indicated that, despite its relatively
Hereuey z‘im muky E"mi‘f’ R ICLF for remote placement in the bottom of the tank, the cesium was essentially uniformly
o ‘028 mgl dispersed and 99.97% of the cesium was retained in the vitrified block. Volatile
Lecud 0 37 mg/l compounds in the soil were also remediated. The minor quantities of debris
(3) Tuble A-3-6 (rocks, wire, plastic, and wood) that were processed during the test had no observ-
TSE4 Sight Trentment Plan tisss 08 MLLW TP @61 able effect on the ISV process. Although organics were not present in the treata-
TAN Dispoat Pood bility test, it has been successfully demonstrated previously that ISV results in the
7 alumioam 28 4000 make @19 effective destruction of organic contaminants while ensuring full compliance with
- - air emission requirements. The vitrified block was excavated, fractured, and sam-
f::“‘“’“ ;’l; Bk .‘.;ggm'@ :.r:' pled to verify effectiveness. The concentration of cesium, lithium, and molybde-
Sebenium 1 Seleniam 2 0.16 num tracer materials were shown fo be essentially uniform throughout the monotith,
mie However, the ireatability study also tdentified additional costs that were not
mercury 3,090 mp'kg Exceeds L DR TCTP included in the cost estimate prepared for the comprehensive RUFS or presented in
batium 8.740 Doy N p2S the proposed plan, As a result, the Altemative 4 — In Situ Vitrification cost for the
by 4110 e V-Tanks sites increased by 50%, lowering its relative ranking due to this decrease
in cost-effectiveness,
nifsde 4270 mgkg @) 4110 . . - . .
- At the same time, two commeercial facilitics became available for ex situ treatment
Cotalvén 5.7 plie Ll of the tank contents, increasing the implementability of Alternative 2 — Soif and
Cesinm-117 135 pCi'g 110 Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Contents, and Disposal. The facilities
o ) . o _ are permitted to dispose of mixed wastes similar to those in the V-Tanks. The V-
Drainag: Pl (7117 dwm . m’mﬁr e u‘n-1::. - TanE: aiternatives were recvaluated to factor in this new information on the ISV
v-1 Tank Liquid Slaulpodud ) MUY SR & cost and the off-site treatment availability. Because the new variation of
(TSFo1) g Alternative 2 would have equally high long-term effectiveness and implementabil-
Cobalt-41 ropCil ) Tabie A1 ity and greater cost-effectiveness compared to Alternative 4, Alternative 2 was
Cs-234 16,960 (i1 ¢3) Tabla A-6-19 selected as the remedy for the V-Tanks. Additional details on the reevaluation of
Cs-117 12,590,000 pCi {2) Table A0 alternatives for the V-Tanks are in Part 11, Section 7.1, of this ROD.
Earopium-132 3 000 U (2} Table A<5-10
Eyrmpium-134 93.800 pCin (a3 Table AG-10 N3-13/54

i

See response to Comment N3-11, above.
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Comment(s
Public Comment Document N3 t(s) Response to Comments
Phutortions- 178 7.010 pCiA (5} Tablc A-8-10 N3-14/54, 58
- 220 it Tible - - . . . : :
2 il @ Af‘ - The Agencies would enforce all applicable ARARs, including LDRs, as identified
Americwn 2] 5630 pCiA (@ Table A-6-10 in Part 1 of this ROD. Verification techniques would be described in the remedial
Giross Bota 16, 106,600 pCid ©) 5% design. The selected remedy for the V-Tanks was changed to Aliemative 2 — Soil
—— ' - and Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Contents, and Disposal during a
o il a2 reevaluation of altematives for this site, triggered by an increase in the estimated
Girost Alpha 12,800 pCit (s} 89 cost for the ISV alternative, and the new availability of off-site commercial treat-
Teitlym 11,890,000 pCil (a) Tabiz A6.10 ment facilities permitted to handle mixed wastes similar to those in the V-Tanks.
Tatal Stroatism 184000 pCi4A {a) Tabis A<- 10 N3-15/54
id 0.842 g Likely Exceods UTS See response to Comments N3-11 and N3-14, above.
Barium 1.320 kg mercury @ 0.15 mat
Catrinms 30 | barium & 7.6 mg N3-16/4
1 Chroiue i | Cadmiom 2 .19
[ﬁm ' ﬂ‘ ! Eﬂi%*}a The investigation and cleanup process and schedule for TAN have complied with
e o) Takie At 108 11 the FEA/CO for the INEEL signed in 1991. Every reasonable cffort is made o
P ' 1 LOm — ensurc that TAN remediation activities contribute to the ultimate goal of protecting
:::dmm ;:w ke (@) Table A1 human health and the environment by use of recognized engineering and institu-
i tional responses, that meet standards for protectiveness identified by the Agencies.
Vinyl CHlaride AN Porcend LR UTS These standards (ARARs) were identified in the comprehensive RUFS and this
éﬁlm”"“ <) 8 through 12 ROD and will be enforced by the Agencies.
1.2 Sichlororthene
Cabonteteachloride
Beriesue
Chiprobenrine
Tank V2 STP Lists Liquid and MLLW STP @6
TSF-OH1R Shidge .
Cobalt-60 10, %0 ¢CiNL (2} A-6-50
Urium-137 20,200.000 pCat (2) A-G-10
Steoatiam- X 1,450,000 pCil (a) A6-10
Gross Tiets - 27,400.600 g1 @ ASO
Groys Cinnina 5,309,000 pCilt €184
Giois Alpt & 9Ll ()39
Trichiamethene Al fagr themuzaicmctale § () 8 theugh 1)
Tetrachioroetheac Exceed TCLP
Cadmizn
Vimy! Chloride
1,2-Digluorosticine Al luzp chemicils m e | 40) 8 through 12
Cirbnn ttrachloride TCLP beved
Berzene
I8 lazardous Chemseais | Exsesd Universal (b E3-43
Tragwent Suandards 40 CFR, 168 48
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Public Comment Document N3 Comment(s) Response to Comments
V.1 Tank (FSFOL8) | $TP liss MLLW STP @ &)
Uranbum-2317254 13,300 pCist ) A93
Stromtitnm-90 12,300,000 pCit -
Cobalt-c0 18,200 pCist «
Cestame117 1,230,000 5CiA -
Rutheminm-103 13.600 pCint -
Tritigm £,090,000 pCil -
Nickel-43 205,000 p&iA “
Giross Beta 28,300,000 pCi1 (& 5
Groak Gatnaea 2.1 000 pCid {) 39 ]
‘Trichlororibens All three {¢) 8 through 12
Tetiachboroetherne chemicals'metsls
Vinyl Chkwide Exceed TCLP
L1-Dickjeroctbane All threr cheaicals st the | {0) 8 through 12
Carbon wetzachioride TULP bl
‘Benzeas ]
- I8 Hrocardoess Chemicals | Exceod LDR Universal | (b) 1034
: Treatment Sandards 40 CFR, 268,48
V9 Tank (TSE-09/18) | STP Lists Liquid and MLLW STP & 6-
Sludge .
Americiume241 40,200 pCHA ) A3t
Plookum-238 170,000 pCin () A0
"1 Phurniiin-219/240 15300 pCit oy AN
Uisaium-233 12,200 pCuil () A-91
Utaniton-234 208000 pLit () A-1
Unsabum-715 6,500 pCy1 (b) AL
T T Urenium-236 3,260 pCit () A-71
Uraninm-138 12 pCiil {hj A-¥1
Cesium-137 £,170000 pCig M) A3
Tritaen 353,000,001 it ) A1
Total Suostium 25015300,000 pCi by A-9]
Cermm-1144 5,210 priAl | by A-0L
Cebah-50 | 1.160.00¢ pCia (b) A9t
26 hasisdons Exreed 1TH Treaument b 101
chermicalemenats Standards A0 CFIL 26838
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Public Comment Document N3
PM-2A TSF-16 20000 gation STP Lists Liguidds aiud SEP & 643
V13 Tank 130k Shsitpe 2 MLLW
Cobali-ti $5,90.000 pCifl {€) 10.%34
Faropitn-} 54 93,000,104 pCirl {€10-31
Cesigm-137 2,900.000.000 pCiA () lu-31
Stronsiuma-u 230,000,000 pdit ¢} 1034
Cezigm-}1d 18,10¢.£00 pCinl {1 1u-31
11 Hazardous Exoted U5 Teeatmiain ) W29 1037
Chemicals/meeals Standards &N CPR 164 48
PVA-IM TS24 060 Gallon Tank TP Lists Liguid and ST i 63
Vel4 Tank Sluspe ax MLLW
Coball-60 191,000,800 pCi @13
Cesinat-134 2,001,000 pCifT )N
Cexlnite1 37 9 AH000,000 pCiA {c) 31
Eutopium-154 17,303,000 pCist e} 31
Streativm-20 260,060,008 pCist fer 31
. 13 hanridons Exceed UTS Treatmen: | {b) [6-28 1031
chemnicnisfinetats Swnderds 40 CPR 26%. 4%
V Tank eoil STP link a8 MLLW 54,120 pridg REP-8009 @6
ET Vahe Fut FTP listy MILW STP i3 63
T5F-21 _ |
Cs-137 602,000 pCinl {)Table A-9-2
Tepd 9350 upt Exceeds UTS ar
Five ather inorganic 0.6¢ mgl
Likety cxored UTS {3) Table A-§-2
Trazhlatactlsme 12,000 ught ‘Eueeads 1777 of
Seven sther organic a 434 tngh
encaed UTS (Tl A 9.2
Faftnl Ay 13900 mzkg Likelv excead LDgt
Dhisposal Pond tervitiom UTS samdads
vaeodivm N _ b} 7
L sHangancse 1,080 me'kg *
s nipha R.400 pCidkg =
8.1 pCig
Bic4s beia &.500 pCihg =
B3 plliiy
\EBRTI-O PdomPit _ﬁﬂ_egs G600 meke {a} Table A-3-1
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AcTEons 4 25 mpkp (a) Table A-3-5
Naphthalene 7.869 mgkx Likely excoeds UTS of
56 mykg
(a) Table A-3-§
Jemethylapthaivin 10304 mgkg Eikaly exceede 75 ut
1.6 meke
(2) Table A-3-5
Lead 1350 mgfep Likely Excedt LDR
Mercun 8 mzkg TCLP for fend 21
0.37 mel

mercuty @ 625 mgd
13) Favi A-3-6

Diesel Fued Tank TFH 35,70 mpkx Lakely exceeds UTS for
- "WRATE-13 TPH
| s 4080
ACTamyTs

1LDR = Tand Dispernl Restrictions (40 CFR 148 throsgh 151

TCLP ~ Taxicvidy Charavteristic Leachare Procedure |40 CFR LES through 171

TTS — Universal Treaiment Standards (40 CFR LAR thronpels 3T1)

PRG = Preliminary Remedistion Goals (EPA cieanup goals baved va 115k vatues 12/18296)

Refesences In the 1able above, a beiter in (parenthosis) refers 1 the comesponding letter below.

(1), Work Plan for Woste Area Gronsg 1, Opegable Unit L-10, Comprebening Remedial investigation !
Feaghility Siudy, Jdaho MNutional Enginesring Liborsion, US Department of Enecgy Idaln Oporations Office,
DOE-T. 10527, March 199G

{bY, Comprehensive Remedial tovestigation / Frusibality Studr for the Test Area North Operabie Unit |-
19, {dato National Enginesring Laborazary, US Deparmment of Emergy idaho Operations Office, DOE-D-10327,
Nusember E3T

|c¥; Figld Sarmling Btan for Opersble Enit 110 Tewt Anca North, [ L Michael, Lackheed 1dabo
Tochnclogies Compeny, fdaho Notiansi Epgineesing Labormes, March 195

\STPY: [dabn Natioun! Engincering Laboratsey. Propraed $ite Troatment Plar, March 1945, DOEAD-
therd, ULS. Department of Evergy Kaho Operations Ofce

Pian; Proposed Plan for Waste Area Group & - Test Anse Mok, [dabo Natioral Engineencg and
Enviteamema) Laboratory, Noveirdes 1998, INEEL Enviroament:d Restoralion Fropram

Departnsent of Energy Programmatic Spenl Nuclcar Fue) Maragenxeat and [daho Nationa! Fngireeriog
1.aboratnry Envirouteotsl Restoration and Wane Manigement Progrates Eavionmental [mpact Statement, April

|90, DORE LM

Federal Kemster. May 26, 1998, Part 11, Exvnioameatal Protsction Agency, # CER Parts 148w 271,

Land Dirposal Restrsclivas Fhase TV Final Rile
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. Comment(s) Response to Comments
Public Comment Document N4
N4-1/7
JONn commandar < xc@ide.nat> on 01421790 02:00:52 PM The Agencies encourage citizen involvement in decision-making at the INEEL.
To ensure opportunities for public interaction with project representatives, public
meetings are conducted at multiple locations across the state to ensure that inter-
ested parties can participate, despite their distance from the INEEL itself. The
. Arn M Fadssal AMHLITCOANELALS WAG }_ proposed plan was revised extc_nsively and re-released in direct response
o bW sty ot ' lo public comments. The comment periods for both propo_scd plans werc_clxlcndcd
Bub@ct SWAG 1 Recommandations in response to public requests for additional time to participate in the decision-
making process. A broad vanety of topics are discussed in the informal portions
of the public meetings, in response to the concerns of the people who attend. A
- variety of materials on the many ongoing cleanup programs are made available 1o
Caar Ma. Ann Riadasdl, people who attend the meetings. In addition, the INEEL provides other avenues
Foliowing are Coalition 21 Recummandations o WAG 3 for public 'mvo_lvement, including tours apd bricfings. Postal a(_idres.‘scs, elephone
numbers, e-mail addresses, and Internet site addresses are provided in cach pro-
C.oniition 21 Bppraciates 1ha opporunily 1o evaluate and comment ar fhe N4-1/7 posed plan for citizens to get additional information, bricfings, or tours {from
Proposed Plan for ‘Wasia Area Group ¥ {(WAG 1.Wse commend the projsct Agency and project representalives.
pergannel for the actions taken in response 1o the pubic inpul. The raviesd N4-2/11
phan 1S raore streamhined and seader frisndly. N4-2/11
Wilh regard Lo 1he risk 455656MENT ARROACH, the 10 1C.00C a5 a moasure o An effort was made to respond to specific areas that concerned readers, which
acceptable risk to human heallh is very conservative. Howewer, we Call HCCep included organizing a focus group with members of the public to ask exacily what
that craerion # the (isk zs&zsemant is done in an acceptable science-tbased items were hard to read or understand, and hear ideas on improvement. Many
manner. Our major conca is that Lhe risk assassment vaiuss calculated in changes resulied from readers” requests.
this plan are based on a non-stieniific bypcihesis. All sk, caleulations ae
based on the * lingar-nu-{hreshboic! Typathasis, which bows 18k of cancet
tn radialion doses down 1o 7ero. Thede & no scientic evidence o SUpPo N4-3/27 N4-3/27 o e
Ems heory. In ’?m the Ca:’.mcsl o S'clsnlrlo: &:mmely Plre-amelms nas statec Uniform CERCLA regulations/process require that the risk assessment ¢sthmales
;?E:;:ig gnch‘:;glear E:,k:;‘:;;r&mmr ysar re nal clearty linkd o an used in the comprehensive Ri/FS be based on the goal of reducing nsk o accepi-
' ' able levels. The allernatives subsequently considered and the costs estimated for
Cpaltion 21 submita the foliowirg rscommendationaon ihe Fropoaed Plar: them are likewise required to relate only to actions that reduce the nsks to accept-
1)We reoammarndt That the risk caleiatnns be done based upon more able levels.
sciorililc ciiteria, For exampie: . Assessments of risks and hazards from chemicals use national uniform standards
o ezz::i I::ilfi:c T:;;jgnél ’D': ez:::'i::‘:g:;?;ji:ru:; :;::';"f 12{_Hf;m determined by scienulic testing and agreed upon by agencies such as the _EPA.
(15K o CANCET tar 1he p.b'h:: ’ Chemicals ‘:md comp_ounds for which toxicity v_alues cannot yet be eswblishcd
Tk I Fecaral kma on Worker Fesalion £xposure of 5.0 rem £y a3 (;uch as PCBs and diesel fuel) use haz_ard quotients or nisk-based guidehnes, 1den-
1ths basedne for zero risk of carcer o a worker tified through federal and state regulations.
Z)We Inen recommend inai a cosi Lompeaison DB Ut LeTaedli Lo Tasuli iy
plan and the current pian. The public should be wwlormea of 1he cost N4-4/16 N4-4/16
dterental. it ine publiz is informed of the coeat associalsd with titla PO T T T
or 13 ek Denedt, a?du not batieve thay wouwd apprave the expanditure of See response to Comment N4-3, above.
madbons of dollars on 1adiation protection that provides ~o measurabie benefit.
31We recommmiend Bstang and defintion of actonyms used s the Plan | N4-5/12 N4-5/12
411 e proposcd plan srould include en appendix af raadfl-.' available | N4-6/12 The Asenc iate all snemsstions Trom the tublic o tvess of mfommagor ™
SAOPICMGNE 3! EXplaing 1ne rEk a3seEamernd MEtnad|s} used in 1he plan. ¢ Agencies appreciate all suggestions from the public on types of information
Tha projecl prasentatios ke 10 Coditon 21 on Jan 13, 1939 crealed some that could help a proposed plan beiler serve its purpose. Proposed plans use very
zonlusica for our reviewers.  The ¢naice of the word ‘mcthods” in descrbing N4-7/25 few acronyms, as part of the effort to make the documents understandable to the
e varicus dagress of consarval:sm & unclear. Ware 1rere really two mathods - general public. All acronyms are defined when they are first used. As a standard
used in calculating Lhe risks. or are Lhesy so-cailed methods roally practice, technical documents such as the comprehensive RUFS and this ROD pro-
pasumricns used in & singe method of calculation?. ‘We fndthe N4-8/27 vide a list of all acronyms used following the table of contents i the document.
nan-conaervativa lema considerably mars reaistic than Ine congarvative
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Public Comment ment N& Comment(s) Response to Comments
N4-6/12
Risk assessment methods can only be summarized in the proposed plan, but are
always described in detail as required ir the RI/FS on which the plan is based.
R Asin the case of radiation protection (Comenants | and 2 sbove) the N4-8/27 The proposed plan, under CERCLA guidelines, suppiements and is based on the
TON MMANDS fron: Telxing the other consenative Lerme srould be svalusted. {continued)  comprehensive RI/FS “but is not a substitute for that document.” The proposed

Swceraly, John Commander, Treasurer Coalikion 21

plan provides a "brief summary description” of (1) the remedial alternatives evalu-
ated, (2) the alternative that is preferred; (3) the information that supports the selec-
tion of the preferred alternative. Other scetions of the proposed plan — history and
nature of site contamination, previous actions, and risk assessment — are merely
summaries of more detailed investigations, included as background information.
For readers who seek more comprehensive detail on any aspect of the investiga-
tion process, the plan provides references to the relevant sections of the compre-
hensive RI/FS and other documents in the Administrative Record that present in
full the information from which the proposed plan is derived. The complete
details of operable unit investigations, including sampling data, data sources, and
maximum contaminant levels, can be found in the comprehensive RI/FS, Track 1,
Track 2, and other WAG 1 documents in the Administrative Record.

N4-7/25

The comprehensive nsk assessment process uses one method of risk calculation,
with multiple assumptions and calculations, depending on the type of contaminant
and media. Risk assessment is a complex task, and the section summmarizing this
in proposed plans continues to be worked on intensively in every successive pro-
posed plan, to improve its clarity while keeping it short. Suggestions on which
elements of this section are clear, and which still need inprovement, are appreciated.

N4-8/27
See response to Comment N4-6, above.
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Public Comment Document N& Comment(s) Response to Comments
N5-1/7
Sn ake Rlvet' Al lla_nce }'he Agencies cucoqr_agcfciﬁzctr)lhin\_:olvemgnt in 'ctlhecisi(.)n-maldng at the INEE{;}‘
0 ensure opportunittes for public interaction with project representatives, public
B e e ane meotings are conducted at multiple locations across the state to ensure that inter-
310 E Conter - Pocatrlls 15 802012087234 4712 ested parties can participate, despite their distance from the INEEL itself. The
WAG 1 proposed plan was revised extensively and re-reieased in direct response
to public comments. The comment periods for both proposed plans were extended
Comuments on the Proposed Plag for in response to public requests for additional time to participate in the decision-
Waste Area Croup I Test Ares North making process. A broad variety of topics are discussed in the informal portions
ldahc National Eagmoering and Fnvironmental Laboratery of the public meetings, in response to the concerns of the people who attend. A
- variety of materials on the many ongoing cleanup programs are made available to
Snake iver Alhance people who attend the meetings. In addition, the INEEL provides other avenues
for public involvement, including tours and briefings. Postal addresses, telephone
Januarv 25. 1394 numbers, e-mail addresses, and Internet site addresses are provided in each pro-
posed plan for citizens to get additional information, briefings, or tours from
Agency and project representatives.
The fulinwing comments und questions are submittod on behalf of the 1,300
membere of the Snake River Alhance. an idaho-based grasstouls gruup that N5-2/11
has monitored activinies nt the Idaho National Kagineering and e -
Environmental Laboratory since 1979 An effort was made to respond to specific arcas that concerned readers, which
included organizing a focus group with members of the public to ask exactly what
Thank you for accepting theac comments a fow days after the deadlne Wy items were hard to read or understand, and hear ideas on improvement. Many
appreoate that such an infermml extension 15 & kess cumbeorsome way of N3-177 changes resulted from readers’ requests.
accomedabling public participation
- N5-3/42
fhis proposed plan 18 the most awceszuble of any produced xo fay. The e e s
graphicy, particitlarly the shaded tables. are helpful, as 1s the up frunt N35-2/11 CERCLA guidance requires that remedial altematives be compared according to
wdentification of preferred shtearnatives nine evaluation criteria. The criteria are grouped in three categories: (1) threshold
criteria that relate directly to statutory findings and must be satisfied by each cho-
Weo upe shll however. not wiways certam how/why che sponific prefoaecd sen alternative, (2) balancing criteria used to refine the selection of candidate
alternutae wins chosen In the comments bere, thie queetion might be N5-3/42 alternatives for the site by evaluating their cffectiveness, implementability, and
tlustrated by thi differing approaches ko the two Lank sets at TAN This cost, and (3) modifying criteria that measure the acceptability of the alternatives to
geavral coroment is true fur other INEEL cleanup plans as wall It state agencies and the community.
EomeTimes seems as if an unstated goal 1t have a varwty of rlemnup e . .
appruaches for each WAG. Thiz may mert be so appropriste CERCLA poal. It N5-4/34 The two threshold criteria, which must be satisfied by the selected remedy, are
Bls0 croatex some suspicion that the agencies know what they wani {¢ do inot ’ overall protection of human health and the environment, and compliance with
only what they must acromplizh) and then develog rheir analvsis to 1each ARARs. The five balancing criteria, which are used to refine the selection of the
thut paint, candidate alternatives, are (1) long-term effectiveness and permanence, (2) reduc-
ion of toxiciiy, motniity, or volume through treaimeni, {3) shori-term effective-
The Alltance has a second pensml conoorn. which we raascd tn o imitial N5-5/37 ness, {4) implementability, and (5) cost. The comparison of alternatives on the

vemrrnents on the WAG 3 proposed plan:

cost criterion is specifically made in terms of cost-effectiveness, that is, the cost of
the remedy relative to its overall effectiveness as measured by the first three bal-
ancing criteria. An alternative satisfies this criterion best if its costs are propor-
tional to its overall effectiveness. The modifying criteria, state and community
acceptance, are used in the final evaluation of remedial alternatives.

N5-4/34

The primary objective of the feasibility study is to develop and evaluate remedial
aiternatives that will proiect human health and the environment by removing
waste; by eliminating 1t through treatment; or by controlling, reducing, or elimi-
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Comment(s)

Response to Comments

N5-4/34 (continucd)

nating risks posed by each pathway at a site. CERCLA guidance (40 CFR
300.430) directs that the alternatives that are developed include:

(1) the No Action alternative (which may be no further action if some removal or
remediation has already taken place)

(2) one or more alternatives that provide little or no treatment, but protect through
engineering and, as necessary, institutional controls

(3) a range of alternatives involving treatment 1o reduce toxicity, mobility, or vol-
ume of contaminants and, as appropriaic, an alternative that removes or destroys
the contamination

(4) one or more innovative treatment technologies if they offer the potential for
equal or better performance or implementability, fewer or less adverse impacts, or
lower costs in comparison to demonstrated treatment technologies.

Three criteria are used to develop and screen alternatives: effectiveness (short-
term and long-term), implementability, and cost. Alternatives that do not provide
adequate protection of human health and the environment or comply with ARARs
are to be eliminated from further consideration. This is done first, prior to any
other evaluation. Alternatives that are technically or administratively unfeasible or
that would require equipment, specialists, or facilities that are not quickly avail-
able may be climinated. If costs of construction or operations and maintenance
are grossly excessive compared to overall effectiveness, an aliernative may be
considered for elimination.
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What is the design bfe for che ICDF hoer? For the cover?.. Wilt any of
the caps or covera proposed for the Chem Plant requare maintepance?
Pleave describe Uus effort fully.... The volumes and contemination
fevels Jor the soil dump sren’t clear, Itis inpppropriate o ask the
public to sign-off on the soil dump before its waste soteptance criterin
are known Wil the public bave an vpportumity to help develop and
cormmment on the soil dumyp Jesign und WAC?
Now that it's apparent that other Site clesnup depends on the availability of
the Chem Plant soil dump, we ask for a full briefing on Lhe proposed facility
particularly s design size and lifc and WAC. Any clanup plan (such as
thus) that axsumes che existence of the Chem Plant a0l dumyp should ineluds
a full description of that propased facility.

We have raisod our third general concern elsewhere as weil When INEEL
"clempup” 15 declared “complete,” there will be a substantial amount of
contamination remaining above the Snake River Aquifer.

Why were different trestment approaches chosen for the V-tanks and the
M-2A tonks? The cuntenta meem Lo be zimilar (though the V-tanks still
contain liquid): an-situ vitnfication j2 more exponsive that tho industrial
vacuum seensrin  Please describe the ISV track record throughout the DOE
complex, parctinularly when partially filled canks are involved. Would it be
pussible to abaorb the liquid in the PM.ZA tanks (a8 was done with the V-
tanks) and then use the indwetrial vacuum for both sets” Describe the
decontaminatwn required after the PM-2A tanks are empned and why they
will then be fillad with grout. It's not dear what trestment of the PM.2a
tanks is required or intended; “treatment” 15 mentined in several of the
alurnatives, though the vacuum removal option esoms o obviate treatment.
How doex this happon?

Arc the ‘proviess romoval actions” mentioned for the seil south of the
turntable tho 1996 Dirt Train 1o Hell?

In the discussion of the burn pite, the asserion is mads that
";mplementability would be high, given INEEL's success using soul covers.”
In light of the significant contnbution hubris and bhnd eonfidence in
technology made to the semcus environmantal problems we all face 1n the
DOE complex today, we should bsar an mind that the xierss vecord for
INEEL soil covers 18 nbout a decade long. iesd, the contamanant of conceen
at the burn pits. hag po half-life.

N5-5/37
{continued)

N5-6/9

NS-7/6

NS5-8/
50, 57

N5-9/53

N5-10/
50, 57, 58

N5-11/59

N3-12/71

N5-5/37

The actual on-site disposal location for TAN materials, which could be the
Radicactive Waste Management Complex (RWMC), the proposed ICDF, or anoth-
cr facility, will be determined during remedial design following implementation of
this ROD. The proposed ICDF would be a Iandfill for low level radionuclide-con-
taminated soil and debris. Selection of the ICDF for disposal of TAN maierials
depends at least in part on the timeframe associated with construction of the facili-
ty and its waste acceptance criteria. Cosis for this facility, however, would likely
be much lower than current RWMC disposal fees.

The development of the ICDF itself is being planned under Waste Area Group 3 at
the Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center (INTEC; formerly the
Idaho Chemical Processing Plant). A description of the proposed ICDF, including
its siting, design, capacity, lifespan, and waste acceptance criteria, was presented
in October 1998, in the Proposed Plan for Waste Area Group 3 at the Idaho
Chemical Processing Plant. The Record of Decision for Waste Area Group 3 is
expected to be finalized in September 1999.

N5-6/9

The Agencies encourage citizen involvement i decision-making at the INEEL.
Aithough the ICDF may be selected as the on-site disposal facility for TAN mate-
rials during the WAG | remedial design, the development of the ICDF itself is
being planned under Waste Area Group 3 at the [daho Nuclear Technology and
Engincering Center (INTEC; formerly the [daho Chemical Processing Plant).

See also response to Comment N5-5, above.,

N5-7/6

The goal of the actions taken under this ROD is to reduce risks posed by contamina-
tion to levels that protect human health and the environment. Sites will be cleaned
up to meet the remedial action objectives (RAOs) specified in the comprehensive
RI/FS, the revised (November) proposed plan, and the ROD for WAG 1, wherever
that is practicable given considerations of technical feasibility and cost-effective-
ness, as directed under CERCLA. The RAOs are based on the results of the human
health risk assessment and are specific to the contaminants of concern and exposure
pathways. To meet these RAOs, final remediation goals were established to ensure a
risk-based protectiveness of human health and the environment by providing unre-
stricted land use in 100 vears. Anv contamination left in place by the actions taken
under this ROD will be below these levels, or will be prevented by engineering and
mstitutional controls from completing a pathway to human receptors or the environ-
ment. The CERCLA process followed in the comprehensive RI/FS evaluated poten-
tial groundwater impacts from TAN release sites to ensure that groundwater quality
is not affected. Groundwater remediation actions were required by the 1995 Record
of Decision for the TSF-05 Injection Well and are on track to meet remedial objec-
tives. Monitoring will continue 1o be carried out to verify the protectiveness of
TAN CERCLA actions, where appropriate.

N5-8/50, 57

The COCs at these two sites are similar, The PM-2A Tanks are S times larger than
the V-Tanks. The PM-2A Tanks contain a few inches of sludge and essentially no
liquid, while the V-Tanks contain mostly liquid with very little sludge. Because of
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N5-8/50, 57 (continued)

these differences, similar alternatives could be developed but evaluation resulted
in strong differences in their overall implementability.

In situ vitrification (ISV) has now been demonstrated in a 1998 treatability study
0 be feasible for tanks up to the size of the V-Tanks (10,000 gal). However, the
PM-2A Tanks are 50,000 gal and the implementability is uncertain.

The PM-2A Tanks selected remedy does, in fact, use an industrial vacuum on lig-
uid absorbed into diatomaccous earth, It scems likely that the original comment
(N5-10) was intended to question whether the vacuum technology developed for
the PM-2A Tanks could also be used on the V-Tanks. The vacimm removal alter-
native was developed for the PM-2A Tanks specifically to deal with the removal
problems caused by the absence of liguid in the tank contents. It is a vacuum
excavation technology in which a high-velocity air stream penetrates, expands,
and breaks up the solids and studges, which are then captured by a high-powered
vacuum air siream.  The revised proposed plan did not clarify that the alternative
involves air-jet excavation before vacuum removal of the sludge.

Altematives involving vacuum extraction or stabilization were developed for the
V-Tanks, but were ranked lower than the selected remedy because of problems
with implementability or effectiveness. Detailed descriptions of the alternatives
developed for these two sites and their evaluations are in the comprehensive RIFS
and the Feasibility Study Supplement.

N5-9/53

The ISV technology that was tested is a modification called planar ISV. [t ig
described in the Treatability Study for Planar In Situ Vitrification of INEEL Test
Area North V-Tanks, October 1998 (INEEL/EXT-98-00854). Planar ISV is an
enhancement of conventional ISV technology that resolves problems that have
occurted using conventional ISV. By treating the contamination matrix from the
ground surface down, conventional ISV can trap volatile materials below the melt
resulting in pressure buildup that can cause displacement of material from the melt
pool, overheating of the off-gas treatment system, and process upsets. Planar ISV
resolves these issues by positioning the melt planes to the sides of the contamina-
tion area, allowing the melt to proceed from the sides inward toward the center so
the vapors can vent upward and be effectively and safely removed. Reliability
problems and process upsets are not anticipated for planar ISV,

Planar ISV could simultaneousty treat, in situ, the radioactive and chemically haz-
ardous matenials in the V-Tanks (including the PCBs} and the contaminated soil sur-
rounding the tanks. A full-scale demonstration to meet Toxic Substances Control
Act (TSCA) requirements was performed at the Apparatus Service Center Superfind
Site in Spokane, Washington, to treat PCBs. All objectives were met and an EPA
TSCA permit was issued in October 1995, A large-scalc remediation was success-
fully performed on dioxin and other organic wastes from the Wasatch Chemical
Superfund Site in Salt Lake City, Utah. At both sites, treatment efficiency of over
99.99% was demonstrated. The planar ISV system has been accepted for use on
four Superfund projects to date. These previous demonstrations and the treatability
study show that planar ISV could be expected to successfully treat the V-Tank con-
tents and surrounding contaminated soil to achieve final remediation goals.
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N5-9/53 (continued)

For the V-Tanks treatability siudy, two tests were performed. The first test, using
soil from the TAN site, demonstrated that planar ISV can develop a melt of suffi-
cient scale and configuration to process the 10,000-gal V-Tanks. The second test
was performed on a 4,500-gal scaled-down version of a V-Tank containing simulat-
ed sludge and liquids, including a non-radioactive cesivm compound. The volatile
materials present in the actual V-Tanks were also simulated. The remaining void
space in the tank was filled with soil. A post-test evaluation showed that the melts
developed symmetrically with no pressure build-up generated within the tank. The
tank was successfully treated with no process upsets. Evaluation of the pre- and
post-test chemical sampling data indicated that, despite its relatively remote place-
ment in the bottom of the tank, the cesium was essentially uniformly dispersed and
99.97% of the cesium was retained in the vitrified block. Volatile compounds in
the soil were also remediated. The minor quantities of debris (rocks, wire, plastic,
and wood) that were processed during the test had no observable effect on the ISV
process. Although organics were not present in the treatability test, it has been suc-
cessfully demonstrated previously that ISV results in the effective destruction of
organic contaminants while ensunng full compliance with air emission require-
ments. The vitrified block was excavated, fractured, and sampled to verify effec-
tiveness. The concentration of cesium, lithium, and molybdenum tracer materials
were shown to be essentially uniform throughout the monolith.

However, the treatability study also identified additional costs that were not includ-
ed in the cost estimate prepared for the comprehensive RI/FS or presented in the
proposed plan. As a resuit, the Altemative 4 — In Situ Vitrification cost for the V-
Tanks sites increased by 50%, lowering its relative ranking due to this decrease in
cost-effectiveness.

At the same time, two commercial facilities became available for ex situ treatment
of the tank contents, mcreasing the implementability of Alternative 2 — So#l and
Tank Removal, Ex Situ Treatment of Tank Contents, and Disposal. The facitities
are permitted to dispose of mixed wastes similar to those in the V-Tanks. The V-
Tanks alternatives were reevaluated to factor in this new information on the ISV
cost ang the off-site treatment availability. Because the new vatiation of
Altemnative 2 would have equally high long-term effectiveness and implementabili-
ty and greater cost-cflectiveness compared to Alternative 4, Alternative 2 was
selected as the remedy for the V-Tanks. Additional details on the reevaluation of
alternatives for the V-Tanks are in Part II, Section 7.1, of this ROD.

N5-10/50, 57, 58

Treatment is any component of an altemative that reduces the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants through destruc-
tion or alteration. Stabilization, by decreasing the mobility of hazardous sub-
stances, is & form of treatment. Proposed plan wording may have incorrectly
implied that stabilization is not a form of treatment.

Decontamination and other treatment as required to meet ARARs wall be devel-
oped during the remedial design. Grouting, as a method of treatment or stabiliza-
tion, will not be a part of the selected remedy.

See also response to Comment N3-8, above.




€8

Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1

Com Response to Comments
Public Comment Document N5 omment{s) PO om
N5-11/59
A non-time-critical removal action was performed in 1995 under Operable
It Jooky aw if phytoromediation was a late addition to the mercury spill Unit 10-06, which removed a total of 2,092 m3 (2,737 yd3) from an arca of 180 by
discussion and thon beat all comers. Its appenrance hore might be an N5-13/78 90 m (600 by 300 ft). The average soil removal depth was 19 cm (7.5 in) and the

illustration of the agencies’ underlying desire for varisty. How was the

mercury spill area chosen as a treatabili iati
wore no other alternatives dhcua::d? o stady for phytoremediation? Why

Regpectfully submjpted,
o ;Zﬁﬁfé‘g

Program director

maximum depth removed was 45.7 cm (18 in.).

N5-12771

The Agencies believe that the selection of Alternative 2 - Containment with
Native Soil Cover for the Bum Pits is supported by the analysis of cost-effective-
ness, compliance with threshold criteria, and implementability. The remedial
design will require sampling and analysis to design the soil cover to ensure that it
will be completely protective of buman health and the environment. If it were
determined that a fully protective cover could not be cost-effective, then one of the
Alternative 3 variations (Excavation and On-Site or Off-Site Disposal) would be
selected.

N5-13/78

In developing alternatives, CERCLA guidance expresses a preference for the
development of innovative treatment technologies if they offer the potential for
superior treatment performance or implementability, fewer adverse impacts than
other available approaches, or lower costs for similar levels of performance than
demonstrated technologies. Phytoremediation is a low-cost remediation option for
sites with widely dispersed contamination at low concentrations. The study will
determine the rate of uptake of mercury by plants at the INEEL. The design of the
phytoremediation treatability study at the Mercury Spill Area (TSF-08) will
include review of all current scientific documentation and ongoing rescarch both
in and beyond the DOE complex. Public information and comment opportunitics
will be carried out as part of the INEEL’s public involvement activities. Based on
the results of the phytoremediation treatability study, a determination will be made
as to subsequent action, if required.
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N6-1/11
An effort was made to respond to specific areas that concerned readers, which
Date:  January 21 1359 included organizing a focus group with members of the public to ask exactly what
. ‘ iterns were hard to read or understand, and hear ideas on improvement. Many
Ta: Jary Lye changes resulted from readers’ requests.
From: Ted i Camenter, Projact Snvironmentaiist Word usage and punctuation are aspects of the document’s style, which follows a
. _ ‘ style guide established by INEEL for this type of public, vet technical, document.
Subject: Commarts regarding ihe proposed plan far Waste Area Group 1+ Test Area North The eomments reflecting one reader’s usage preference (sce Comments N6-1 and
N6-3) are noted, and may be considered in future style guide revisions.
The incraaged clanty ¢f tha Novernber 1988 documert & refréshing. The adcitiondl infonmadan NG-2/27
aintementa In the margins are aspecially benefcia!. Yau 8¢ 0 be commended for the addiongl R i R T R LT )
niomation an page 3 rejarding the rrasons’ <ae of tha area by the Shasnone-Bannock Trces. Uniform CERCLA regulations/process require (hat the risk assessment estimates
o o . NG-1/11 used in the comprehensive RI/FS be based on the goal of reducing risk lo accept-
We undarstand that thia is a fina document (not a areftl - i3 wil :‘T"L‘rh‘ rewrtten, m’&g neml able levels. The alternatives subsequently considered and the costs estimated for
Bufposes of ennancad clinty un the fulure you may cansider some &l the suggeanons whi ' them are likewise required to relate onlv (o actions that reduce the risks lo accept-
Punctualion srrars continue 1o plague you, but this dotument was as good 81 anything thal your able levels.
arganizeton nas oortes. The iack of somma fautls was sspecially aspreciated. N6-3/11
On page 5. the *nsK was asteassd” marQin INfrmatian NE2C2a ansther e, Sec response to Comment N6-1, above.
On page T, (ke ciner margin informaton probably shouid have stateds 1hat the BCanatis inveves 8 ) N6-4/12
tamy Fving by subsistence farming ca that kend carkn.aously for 3G years| is such & scenang N&-2/27 T T e e Co A
reagonatia? I'he Agencies appreciate all suggestions from the public on types of information
that could help a proposed plan better serve its purpose. The proposed plan is an
On page 8, tha mazsurarment of 1 0Ga milligrams ser kilogram waula have been cledrer if weittan imporant community relations activity undertaken as part of the CERCLA
“ona gram. per kiogram.” Thers are scma “thats” missing "’D't‘: T8 P“i:-d NQ""-“‘;]‘ c‘:m"’l’g f:m by process. The EPA’s CERCLA guidelines {see 40 CFR 300.430 and Guidance on
';rrncn ‘,’_'KZY”:EWF‘:’ expression when the twa wards togethes are used as 87 agje ; Preparing Superfund Decision Documents, OSWER Directive 9355 3-02) define a
® wont *atermzlve. proposed plan’s content and purposc.
An example of improved word Liage febows: L, T NG-3/11 The proposed plan, under CERCLA guidelines, supplements and is based on the
On puge 10, you wicle. *Sameing of the soi indicales the 31,7 A Cetter warting wCuid have ceany comprehensive RIFS "but is not a substitule for that document.” The proposed
stated ‘Samping indcated that the a0 psed a 9t : " - o : -
plan provides a "briel summary description” of {1) the remedial alternatives evalu-
Ex-gitu sad gty should be hyphenated expression (ine same a3 off-sie and on-ate; in talice (they ated; @2) the alterative that is prf_:fcrred; (3) the ?nformation that supports thc_
are Lating, selection of the preferred alternative. Other sections of the proposed plan — histo-
) . . dire® sand ry and nature of sitc contaminaiion, previous actions, and risk assessment — are
-he ﬁna:vpamcraph an P:g‘a;‘ g:jﬂ::&?;';iﬂ;g? ﬁﬁ;?ﬂ;:ﬁju‘:&:‘;“:&c - merely summaries of more detailed investigations, included as back ground infor-
gmrt') 'aa d. Bk AN il ! . . . -
ccnsigeration, you seid have suagesied whit you woLki use  Wnan "30-meter* s used ag an mation. For readers who seek more comprehensive detail on any aspect of the
ad.ecive o modiy the noun “ames,’ 30-matar snnuld be yritien ae 2 hyphenaled exfragaion investigation process, the plan provides rcfc;cnces to Lhcrrclcvlam sections of the
. comprehensive RVFS and olher documents in the Administralive Record that pres-
G pages 16 and 18, @ staiemart regarging *he 30 7-yasr hal-ife of cesium-137 wolid heve Leen N6-4/12 ent in [ull the information from which the proposed plan is denived.

helpfid.

The suggestion that the short half-life of cesium-137 (30 years) be brought for-
ward in the proposed plan i1s an excellent one. The relative shortness of this
radionuclide’s hatf-life is important in development and evaluation of remediation
alternatives for contamination sites that condain this element. Including this infor-
mation enhances readers’ understanding of the proposed allernatives in a briel and
straightforward manner. Information on the half-lives of radionuchdes has been
included in subsequent proposed plans at the INEEL, such as those prepared for
WAG 4 (Central Facilitics Area) and WAG 5 (Power Burst Facility/Anxitiory
Reactor Area).
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N6-5/53
The ISV Lcchno]ogy that was tested for the V-Tanks site is a modification called
o o ] ) ) planar ISV, As described in the Treatabiflity Study for Planar In Site Vitrification of
From 8 technical viewpoin!. # 3opaars Ihat the ‘licwirg wald be the rast practical remediatian INEEL Test Area North ¥-Tanks, October 1998 (INEEL/EXT-98-00854), it is an
sftemati/es: enhancement of conventional ISV technology that resolves problems that have
Arerative 4 for rarmediation of the V-iank shes. | N6-5/53 oceurred using conventional 1SV. Reliability problems and process upsets are not
N6-6/56 anticipated for planar ISV. Planar ISV could simultaneously treat, in situ, the
Alteinstive 3 for remedisticn of the PAL2A tark sies. l ) radioactive and chemically hazardous materials in the V-Tanks (inciuding the
) . . ' N6-7/60 PCBs) and the contaminated soil surrounding the tanks. The planar ISV system has
Aharmative Ja for remediation of the TSF-08 ske | been accepted for use on four Superfund projects to date. These previous demon-
; ; N6-8/65 strations and the Lreatabihity study show that planar ISV could be expecled to suc-
amative 1 13rihe Dig Pond. ; v X ) X .
A or e Disposdl Fond N6-9/ cessfully treat the V-Tank conlents and surrounding contaminated soil to achieve
Ararnative 2 %o tha Burn Pis (atrough the price £ 3.8 millon sasims sxoegsive!) I 7170 final remediation goals.
Serioye consiterstion couid be given to sompiete {!rneﬁ.iaﬂah ¢f the entire pebd-um-wntnninmd ,NG_(’_@(l . - -
aced "We‘d ;:j’ i”::‘r“ ﬁomﬂng w;r:“’*‘i":z acivites, e qu"‘r‘y)i”gg e 95'::'”5 'J:"! :9? Altemative 3d is preferred for remediation of the PM-2A Tanks because it would
cast wouid be much less than gaing ihrough the sams procesx for & third time. Early ? N6-10/81  yse a proven technology to achieve long-term effectiveness through removal of
soma cantaminated aoil was rerroved, Your orcoosed DT 1S3 MMM SYR MONe 0 DatwRen . o . i
huidings now. hen retum for the remairing contantnated aoll “upon decommissioning of the contaminants. The decontaminated tanks would not necd to be removed. The
Buildinga i the area * The pan ta sxcavate ard Jand fasm " tha sod seems fins. Howaver, cost-cffcctiveness is very high relative to other alternatives.
rarrpdiation of tne antire area row weu'd be ides N() 7/60
Plegss conaiga; our panicigstion 'n the grogesed mergury comarration oryteemecighon NG-11/78  For the Soil Contamination Arca South of the Turntable (TSF-06, Area B),
;:“,ardl'. ;ﬂg;‘;ﬂua you ta ciscuss ideas of how the Shoshcne-Sannock Trbes could a8sist with Alternative 3a is readily implemented and resuits in high long-term effectivencss
g upt : by removing contaminated soil and consolidating it in a managed repository.
The Snoshore-Banrock Trives consider (he ndtve piart scecies to o¢ 8 cultuss! rsgource. Please N6-12/39

ancaurage compiels ramadiaion wharevar pessibie 1o include re-estabizhment of native plant
spacias

Slnceraly.

T Ted Carpeﬂter
Projact Environmentalisl

N6-8/65

For the D:sposal Pond (TSF 07, Alternative 1 - Limited Action will eﬂ‘ectwcly
protect human health and the environment from the risk posed by cesium-137
while aliowing the active portions within the release site to continue operating.
The cestum-137 (half-life of 30 years) will be attenualed through decay (o below
acceptable levels within the 100-year institutional control period.

N6-9/71. 70

The Agcnc:es beligve that the sclection of Alternative 2 — Containment with
Native Soil Cover for the Burn Pits is supported by the analysis of cost-efTective-
ness, compliance with threshold criteria, and implementability. The costs for con-
tainment mclude ail monitoring and review cosis associated with Alletnalive 1 —
Limited Action, plus the costs of moniloring againsi subsidence, water infiltratton,
contour alterations, and other changes in protectiveness of the cover over time,
which are actions pot required under Alternative 1.

N6-10/81

The previous remov al at the Fuel Leak (WR.RTF 13) was in responsc toa sp:l}
and took as much soil as was thought to be necessary. The adjacent buildings arc
currently in use and are not scheduled for D&D within a timeframe such that
defermng ali remediation of the Fuel Leak site would be prudent management
practice. An evaluation will be made in the remedial design to determine the most
appropriate time to perform the remediation.
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N6-11/78

The design of the phytoremediation treatability study will include review of all
current scientific documentation and ongoing research both in and beyond the
DOE complex. Public information and comment opportunities will be carried out
as part of the INEEL’s public involvement activities.

N6-12/39

DOE guidance on revegetation is used to determine what is used. Crested wheat-
grass, not a nalive species, is currently a typical choice for planting on CERCLA
remediated sites. Factors in the choice of revegetation species include the avail-
ability of seed and the need for post-planting care.
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Cruzems Advisory Tt
[daho Nationo! Enginsering and Environmeatal Lalbongio

PROPOSED PLAN FOR WASTE ARFA GROLF 1 -
TEST ARFA NORTH

DRAFT RECOMMENDATION

The totllowing recommendation is submined to the Deparoment of Energy's [dabo Operations
Office (DOE-IDY: Region X of the U.S. Environmental Proection Agency; and the Ntate of
litaho a¢ the [daho National Fngincering and Fnvinoamental | aharatory (INEEL) Citizens
Advisery Boand's {CAB) commenls on the Proposed Plun for Waste Arca Group 1iWAG 1.
The pian was prepared to suppon compliance with the {amprehensive Enviroiumeatal Responsye
Cumpensation., and Liabiiity Act (CERCLA) requirement fur public review of clegnup decision
making

The INEEL CAB had reviewes g previous version of twe Proposed Plan for WAG | that wag also
released for public review in the spring of 1998, Cunscrsus was sehievad on INEEL CARB
Hecommendation #40), dated March 18, 1998, wiich communicated Beard voncerns abwut that
ptesvious version of the Propused Plan. Recommendation 340 stied that = After carefu! review of
the Proposcd Plar for WAG 1, the (NEEL CAB concluded tha the document is too flawed for
public review and the apparent errors preclude reasoned review of the document ™ In additien,
the reeommendanon observed that “The on ly meaningfil recommendation we can make at this
time 15 thal the enlere duocument needs to be done over again in order [or the puhlic o review 1t
and provide camment on the decisions 1t will support.”

The US. Department of Energy (DOE-ID) spparenidy ook vur suggesion o hear and issued 8
new Propoacd Plen some exght months later. We understand that considerable etiort was
expended in revising the document including a videoconferemee with key stakebolders te solien
inpat an the format of the document. The revised Propased Plan is now iwach inproved ad can
support public 7eview as appropriale wnder CERCLA. The revised Proposed Plan for W AG
provides a clear review of the yosults of the Remedial Invesugation and Feasibility Study and the
Rusk Assessment and the tables allow [ur cumpanson among the remedial altematives. We
particularly appreciated the use of shaded columns m highlight the preferred alierpatives, The
must notzhle distinction between the Dwo versions of the document, howover, is that the revised
version presents the arguments in favor of the prefermed altemnatives for cach of the sies ar WAG
| much more clearly than the previous version did. With the exceprions noted below, the INEEL
CABD is supportive with DOL-IDs efforts 10 proceed cleunup al WAG ©.

The INEEL CAB commends DOE-ID for the vast improvemeuts in the Preposed Plan for
WAL | and recommends that all ftury proposed plams adope its cnhanced formarting and
clurinn, We noted with pegret that the reeerly released Proposed PMlan tor Waste Area Group 3

CTTTANT ARY (X0, 1999
PAGL |

[IRAFT RECOMMTNDATION (454,

N7-1/8

N7-2/11

N7-3/4

N7-4/11

N7-UB

In response to public comment. the Agencies revised the proposed plan and re-
released it. During the review of comments on the proposed plan, the Agencies
reassessed their initial determmnation for some WAG 1 sites that the preferred
alternative provided the best balance between criteria. The Agencies factored in
newly available information and the points of view expressed by the public. A
Feasibility Study Supplement was prepared to consider several additional alterna-
tives and recvaluate the alternatives. The proposed plan was revised accordingly.

N7-2/11

An effort was made to respond to specific arcas that concerned readers, which
included organizing a focus group with members of the public to ask exactly what
itemns were hard to read or understand, and hear ideas on improvement. Many
changes resulted from readers’ requests.

N7-3/4

Comment noted.

N7-4/11 o
See response to Comment N7-2, above,




68-v

Test Area North, Waste Area Group 1
Public Comment Document N7

Comment(s)

Response to Comments

(WAG 1) would have been measurably cnhanced through adoption of an approach to document
cianty amd formatong similar 1o that applied to the new Prupused Plur for WAG 1.

the INEERL UAB Heard noted that Tuble | presents only twu uptions for presenting the nisks
posed by contamination o ceological receptors, <1 and >3 the INFEL CAR reconunicnds that
future Pruposal Plans present aciual numbers for calculated hucard indices thut exceed 1 as they
trigges consideraiion ot romedial actions. Indicating anly that the sk excesd 1 does oot atbow
the public W pauye relative hazards fron: site-to=site o1 W balance ecolupical risk against human
health risk when commenting on cleanup altermatives.

The INEEL CAB nowed during Uwe presentition we received on the Proposed Plan that there were
noe operiing and mainfenance costs inciuded in the wHal cost esumarte ror the Soil Confanunation
Aren Soulh of the Tumntabie (TST-06, Arca Bi. I was explained that the ensts for aperating and
maintenance are included in cost estimaes for the INEEL Conselidated Disposal Facility
(ICDT), which s g prefermed allemative betng considered in the Proposed Plan for the {daha
Chemical Processmg ['lan, Waste Arca Group 3. The CAS objects o this methodolopy . Cost
estimales presenisd in proposed plans cuntinue W confuse the reader. 11 is not securaie 1o
suggest that there will be no costs associated with the stewardship of the materialy excavated
fram TSE-D6 after they have been disposed. We believe the pro rata <hare of costs for aperating
the ICDF shouid be presented for cach wastc arcs group that will contribute to the toral volume
of wustes w be disposed there. The INEEL CAB recumimends that Tuture propused plans provide
comparablc cost esrimates for all altlematives and offer full and complere estimates of all related
vosts. We are amenable 10 an explanation that the costs wili be paid vut of unviher progrum
account or other explanation if DOE feels thit the cost estimate 15 not “real ™

The previous Proposed Plan considered remedinl action alternatives 2t the Ditposal Pond (TSEF-
0173 o reduce the nsks aysociated with radium-226. 1uring discussions paor to the issuance of
our recommendativn vn the previous version of the Proposed Plun, INCEL CAB members noted
thar document’s lack of informanion regarding the iovel of radium-226 that is naturelly sccuering
w the vicimty of the Disposal Pond W questioned the mtionale tor uttempling w conduct
cleanup actions (o reduce the redingi-226 level w 4 fevet beivw beckground leveis :n the gbsence
of known background levels. We appreciate the fact that LJOE conducted additiona
investigations W [ill the data gap, al we funther appreciate te conclusion that the level of
radium-226 in the Lisposal Pond does not neceysitate implementing remedial acticns to thar
rarticular contaminant,

Table | 1n the Proposcd Plan indicales that the contamination in the [isposal Pond poses a
hazard index of >1 W ecolopical receptors. 1 he preterred alternative, linuted action. does sot
address eculogical nsk, however. We had undersiood from presenwstions in the pust that
ccological risks of > do oot necessaciiy warrant remedial action and 1hat st some paint, remedial
action is required 1o address scological nsks. The INEEL CAB recommends that the Recond of
Decision tfor WAG 1 describe how the Iimated action aliemative will address ecotogponl sk mt
the Dispoxal Pund for the neat 100 years.

T IANUARY (X0, 199%

IHAFT HECOMMENDATION (#54)
. PAGE 2

N7-4/11
(continued)

N7-5/29

N7-6/18

N7-7/62

N7-8/67

N7-3729 S S

Presenting actual numbers for ecological risks is an excetlent suggestion and was
immediately incorporated into proposed pians in preparation. It is a good example
of a way to provide much more information to the public without adding apprecia-
bly o the plan’s length or complexity. Full details of WAG 1 ecological risk
assessment results are contained in Section 7 of the comprehensive RI/FS.

N7-6/18

The actual on-site disposal location for TAN matenals, which could be the
Radioactive Waste Management Complex, the proposed ICDF, or another facility,
will be determined during remedial design following implementation of this ROD,
The revised cost estimate to the comprehensive RI/FS included a $104 per cubic
yard tippage (disposal) fee for the on-site disposal facility for cost comparison
purposes. Other cost estimate details and assumptions are contamed in Appendix J
of the comprehensive RUFS. The revised cost estimate, along with the compre-
hensive RI/FS and related documents, is in the Administrative Record.

N7-7/62 - —

Radium-226 does not require remediation at the TAN Disposal Pond (TSF-07).
The February 1998 proposed plan listed radium-226 as one of the COCs at the
Disposal Pond. Following the release of the first proposed pian in February 1998,
further investigation of the radium-226 concentrations at the Disposal Pond deter-
mined that it is present at levels that are below naturally occurring background
levels established for the INEEL. The CERCLA process does not require cleanup
to below naturatly occurring levels. The revised proposed plan issued in
November 1999 reflected this expanded knowledge. Detailed information can be
found in the Administrative Record in the TAN TSF-07 Pond Radium-226
Concentrations and Corrections report (LMITCO Engineering Design File ER-
WAG 1-08, INEEL/EXT-98-00505, June 1998),

N7-8/67

The Disposal Pond (TSF-07) will be evaluated in the site-wide ecological risk
assessment under Waste Area Group 10.
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. i . . N7-9/72
The EINEEL CAR questions the high costs associated with aperating and mmnienance (or the S - - . —
preferred alternative al the Burn Pits {TSF-03 and WRR'T-01; if Jead is the only contaminant of The operation and maintenance costs for contamment at the Bumn Pits sites include
voncunt 1n addition, we wnderstond (hased on the presentution 1w the Boardy that the capital vost N7-9/72 ail monitoring and review costs associated with Alternative 1 plus the costs of mon-

calimale is bised on (ke mwst expeasive possibility that would apply it PXOE determines that a
Hi-foot engincered cover would be required instesd of less costly opioas. Ii appears that the
vosl estimates prescated in the Propnsed Plan portmay the cost esomates as if they can b procise.
veune hkely aewn vosts wiil fall somewhens within s somparatively broader range. The INEET
CAB ccommends thar DXOk-11) present less precise cosl estimates in future Proposed Plans
when appeopriate. :

[ IMOE-11) heiieves that the vost estittate presenivd for e pative suil cover (56 nillios) is
aoewrate, then e INEEL CAB wonders why the native soil cover was prefered over excavation
anit om-site isposal. We nete that Table 6 indicares that: ¢ 11 the ~excavation and on-sitc
disposal” aiternative would be supenor w the ~ notive sod cover ailemative” Jor two of the
evaluntion crileria {long term effectiveness and reduction of taxicity, mehlite, or voiome 21 N7-10/71
the wn altermatives are equivalent for the rest of the criteria, and 13} the two alternatives wotld
cust the same. Lo addition, scleetion of the  excivation and on-sice disposal” would be
consisient with the prefemed allernative at te 501 Contamination Azea South of the Tumrable.
I the cost estimate for the ™ native snil cover™ altemnative 18 inflaed for snme reasom, we suggest
' be estimated more aoccurately. The ENEEL CAB wili support seiection of the preferred
abternative tor the Burm IMits i it would be fess costly than the ~excavanion and on-site divposal™
ancrmative. i the two altcrastives will indeed cost the same, the INEEL CAB recommends
that DOE-ID reconsider the selection of 2 remedy for the Burn Pits,

The INFEI CAH nated that the revised Proposed Plan states shut the prefemed allemative tor the
Meroury Spill Area i TSF-08) would invoive & wealabiity study fur phywremediabion: the
original Proposed Plen had called for a much mors comly excavarion. The INEEL CAR N7-11/78
orevaously suppartad seleenon nf phytoremediation ox one of the prefemred sllerratves for
remadiation a Arponne National Laboratory - West (ANL-WY, We apain appiaud the selection
ol a preferred ahemsative thar is hoth novenye and lexs cestiy than the other ulternanves: we ure
hopeful that the treatsbility study will support phytoremeorharion. The INEFL CAR
recommends communication and coardination with ANL-W tn cosurce that any lessons
kearned from thai cffort are applied to the design and implementation of the treatability
stwdy at the Mercury Spill Arca.

I See INLLEL CAB Rocoounendation 830 addressmg the Propared Plan tar % aste Anex Groap & duted ianwery 2.
o]

SRAT RECOMMENDATION (234 JANUARY (X0, (009
PAGE 3

itoring against subsidence, water infiltration, contour alterations, and other changes
in protectiveness of the cover over time, which are actions not required under
Alternative 1. Given the persistence of lead contamination, either Alternative T or
2 would likely require long-term monitoring and maintenance for the full 100-year
period of institutional control. Part 11 of this ROD describes the engineered cover
thickness requirements, which differ based on the amount of clean soil currently
covering each of the Burn Pits. Appendix J of the comprehensive RI/FS provides
detailed cost estimate assumptions, including ranges of estimates.

N7-10/71

The Agencies believe that the selection of Alternative 2 — Containment with
Native Soil Cover for the Bum Pits is supported by the analysis of cost-effective-
ness, comphiance with threshold criteria, and implementability. The remedial
design will require sampling and analysis to design the soil cover to ensure that it
will be completely protective of human health and the environment. If it were
determined that a fully protective cover could not be cost-cffective, then one of the
Alternative 3 variations (Excavation and On-Site or Off-Site Disposal} would be
selected.

N7-11/78

The design of the phytoremediation treatability study for the Mercury Spill Area
will include review of all current scientific documentation and ongoing research
both in and beyond the DOE complex. Public information and comment opportu-
nities will be carried out as part of the INEEL’s public involvement activities. In
developing altematives, CERCLA guidance expresses a preference for the devel-
opment of innovative treatment technologies if they offer the potential for superior
treatment performance or implementability, fewer adverse impacts than other
available approaches, or lower costs for similar levels of performance than demon-
strated technologies. Phytoremediation is a low-cost remediation option for sites
with widely dispersed contamination at low concentrations. The study will deter-
mine the rate of uptake of mercury by plants at the INEEL. Based on the resuits
of the phvteremediation treatabifitv studv. a determination will be made as to sub-
sequent action, if required.
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IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING Ti-1/4
ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY PUBLIC MEETING , _ _ : :
The CERCLA process carried out for TAN includes all required community rela-
. . tions activities, to ensure the public appropriate opportunities for involvement in a
: Tiss‘ﬁA;‘;a llffg“h gqmpr;‘;f“‘;f Rﬁided;f wide variety of site-reiated decisions, including site analysis and characterization,
nvestigation/Feasibility Study Proposed Plan alternatives analysis, and selection of remedy. The public meetings, the proposed
plans and associated comment periods, and the Administrative Record all provided
February 23, 1998 opportunities for the commumity to learn about the WAG 1 remediation and inform
idaho Falls, Idaho the Agencies about their concerns. The Agencies hope that the WAG 1 CERCLA
7:00 p.m. process with its public comment opportunities, and other regulatory hearing
processes required by RCRA, will help build trust in the INEEL's path forward.
Nancy Schwartz Reporting T1-2/4, 53, 56, 60, 65, 70, 77, 80
2421 Anderson Street - e -
Boise. Idaho 83702 Every reasonable effort is made to ensure that TAN remediation activities con-
(20{;) 345-2773 tribute to the ultimate goal of protecting human health and the environment by use
of recognized engineering and institutional responses, that meet standards for pro-
tectiveness identified by the Agencies. These standards (ARARs) were identified
IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, MONDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1998 in the comprehensive RI/FS and this ROD and will be enforced by the Agencies.
Planar ISV, a technological improvement over conventional ISV, was tested in a

MR. SIMPSON: Any other questions? Mow I would like to encourage anyone who has treatability study in 1998 for the V-Tanks (TSF-09 and TSF-18), which demon-
any comments to take the mike from me and make the comments. | would like to state that strated that Alternative 4, using planar [SV, could be readily implemented with
when you make your comment, please clearly speak your name and give your address so we high effectiveness on the contamination in and surrounding the V-Tanks.
can send you a copy of the Record of Decision. Would anyone like to make any comments? The reevaluation of altematives during revision of the proposed plan resulted in a
Yes, Mr. White. change of preferred alternatives for PM-2A Tanks (TSF-26) to Altemnative 3d,

PUBLIC COMMENT which would use a proven technology to achieve long-term cffectiveness through

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, for any of you guys that have been around for a while, I try removal of contaminants, The decontaminated tanks would not need to be
to go to most of these because it's of interest, and I was at the site for 2 number of years and removed. The cost-effectiveness is very high relative to other altenatives.
what have you. And I have been involved with nuclear projects around the county. Excavation and On-Site Disposal, the preferred alternative for the Soil

. : P : Contamination Arca South of the Turntable (TSF-06, Area B) is a readily imple-
in going through this TAN proposed plan here, this is one of the most, I think, complete or . o . !
-- 1 guess that is the word to use, complete assessment of all of these alternatives that [ have 114 mented allcn_llanve that rt:s:;;ts in high long-term effectiveness by removing con-
seen. They all covered -- different ones covered assessments, but this one scems to be in . taminated soif and consolidating it in a managed repository.
more detail and seems to be -- if you'll pardon the expression -- more thought out than some At the Disposal Pond (TSF-07), Alternative | — Limited Action will effectively
of the others. protect human health and the environment from the risk posed by cestum-137
: L ; hile allowing the active portions within the release site to continue operating,

I looked at all the alternatives, and 1 think in every case, the alternative that was chosen w . g : . operaing
certainly seemed to be the right approach to the problem at hand for that particular site. Others | T1-% The Cesll)llﬂll-l37 (half-life of 30 years) will be aticnuated through decay to below
would have worked, but this, for one reasen or another, either cosi-wise or the use of the land 4, 53, 38, acceptable levels within the 100-year institutional control period.
in the future being catalogued and what have you. 60, 65,70,  The preferred alternative for the Burn Pits (TSF-03 and WRRTF-01) was changed

77,80 from the February proposed plan preference of Limited Action to Alternative 2 -

1 was on a task force here several years ago where we looked at the whole site, about what
would happen over the next 10, 25, 50, 75 and 100 years. Believe it or not, there is the possi-
bility that 100 years from now that might be a housing arca. Who knows? 1t's hard to tell.
So all in all, | was pretty well pleased with what  read here, and I thought that the alternatives
that were chosen were pretty apropos.

MR. SIMPSON: Thank you. Anyone else? Would anyone else like to make a comment?

With that, | guess | would like to remind people that the comment period remains open
until March 18. Once again. there is a comment form on the back of cach proposed plan, a
postage-paid comment forre. So thanks for coming.

(Meeting concluded at 8:00 p.m.}

Containment with Native Soil Cover. The Agencies believe that this change is
suppotted by the analysis of cost-effectiveness, compliance with threshold criteria,
and implementability.

During the revision of the proposed plan, the Mercury Spill Area (TSF-08) was
removed from this ROD for use in a phytoremediation treatability study.

The reevaluation of alternatives resulted in a change of preferred altematives for
the Fuel Leak (WRRTF-13) from Alternative 2 — Limited Action to Alternative 4 —
Excavation and Land Farming, which would have high long-term effectiveness
through removal and treatment, and has the lowest cost of the four alternatives
evaluated because it does not require long-term monitoring.
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IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING
ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY PUBLIC MEETING

Test Area North Comprehensive Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study Proposed Plan

February 24, 1998
Boise, idaho
7:00 p.m.

Nancy Schwartz Reporting
2421 Anderson Street
Boise, Idaho 83702
(208) 345-2773

BOISE, IDAHO, TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1998

MR. SIMPSON: At this time I would like to open it up for the public comment session
where your comments are made for the record. And we have a court reporter, who will be
recording your comments verbatim. When you do make your comments, please state your
name and give your address so we can send you a copy of the Record of Decision. So, who
would like to go first? Anyone?

PUBLIC COMMENT

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm Pam Allister, I'm from Boise. I represent the Snake River
Alliance. I'm not going to enter any specific comments into the record tonight, although I'm
very glad to have such a thorough presentation.

We will enter our comments in writien form. Beatrice Brailsford wiil do that on our
behalf. She is our program director. And we appreciate the extension that you have given to
the other times. And for us, it may be that we will need o request an extension again -- [
don't know if that is possible -- due to Beatrice's illness.

MR SIMPSON: Thanks. Anyone else? Okay. 1 just want to remind you that there are
comment forms at the back of each proposed plan and those are postage-paid, so you can
write your comment and mail those to us. The comment period for this project, once again,
remains open until March 18th. Our next public meeting is Thursday in Moscow.

I should mention, the next time that we will be here in Boise will be May the 5th to dis-
cuss the results of the Comprehensive Remedial Investigation Feasibility Study for the Idaho
Chemical Processing Plant,

I've been involved in writing fact sheets for that project. 1 can tell you there is 2 great deal

of interest in the Chem Plant, specifically, for the contamination that exists and then also for
the possible costs of remediation of that facility.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Do you have the other sites’ schedules for that? Will you be
meeting in Idaho Falls and Moscow for the Chem Processing Plant?

MR. SIMPSON: Yes, we will. Right now the dates are tentative, but May 5th, 6th and
Tth.

T2-1/7

T2-1/7

The Agencies encourage citizen involvement in decision-making at the INEEL.
To ensure opportunities for public interaction with project representatives, public
meetings are conducted at multiple locations across the staie to ensure that inter-
ested parties can participate, despite their distance from the INEEL itself. The
WAG | proposed plan was revised extensively and re-relcased in direct

to public comments. The comment periods for both proposed plans were extended
in response to public requests for additional time to participate in the decision-
making process. A broad vanety of topics are discussed in the informal portions
of the public meetings, in response to the concems of the people who attend. A
variety of materials on the many ongoing cleanup programs are made available to
people who attend the meetings. In addition, the INEEL provides other avenues
for public involvement, including tours and briefings. Postal addresses, telephone
numbers, e-mail addresses, and Internet site addresses are provided in each pro-
posed plan for citizens to get additional information, briefings, or tours from
Agency and project representatives.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: The order?

MS. DOLD: I believe it's Boise, Moscow and Idaho Falls.

MR SIMPSON: I should mention there will be another fact sheet that will becoming out
on that project as well.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is there any flexibility in moving those dates one week into May,
or is that not the moving target part?

MR. SIMPSON: 1 would say the dates at this point are just tentative.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: [ would make a note, offer it to the committee that it happens to
be that is the exact same date that all the Alliance and some of our directors will be out of the
statc at a National meeting, and we're going to miss the big deal. We will be sending proxies
or conference calls or e-mails. S I don't know what we will do, but if you can move it up to
the next week of May, that will be very helpful for us,

MR. SIMPSON: 1 wilt convey your comment to the project managers.

Also, you can request a bricfing on that project. And 1 have been involved in some media
briefings that we've done so far, and we did a radio interview a couple wecks ago in Idaho
Falls. You can request a briefing on that project, as well as Test Area North.

1 would like to thank everyone for coming tonight. As I mentioned earlier, we will hang
around afterwards, if you have any questions. So thanks for coming,

(Meeting concluded at 8:30 p.m.)
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IDAHO NATIONAL ENGINEERING
ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY PUBLIC MEETING

Test Area North Comprehensive Remediat
Investigation/Feasibility Study Proposed Plan

February 26, 1998
Moscow, Idaho
7:00 pm.

Nancy Schwartz Reporting
2421 Anderson Street
Boise, [daho 83702
{208) 345-2773

MOSCOW, IDAHO, THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1998

MR SIMPSON: Other questions? With that T would like to open it up for public comment.
Thus 15 the portion of the meeting where your comments are recorded by our court reporter,
and she will record them verbatim. And when you make a comment, piease state your name

» and spell it and give a strect address. This is so we can send you a copy of the Record of
© Decision and Responsiveness Summary where your comments will be responded to by the
agencies.

PUBLIC COMMENT

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Chuck Broscious B-r-0-s-c-i-0-u-s, executive director of the
Environmental Defense Institute. Post Office Box 220 Tray, [daho 83871

Just to repeat myself, to make sure it gets in the public record. It is the proposed ptan for
Test Area North, it's not a comprehensive plan. As | mentioned, it didn't include the ANP cast
storage pad or the Area 10 reactor vessel burial site or the TAN pool and contaminated soil.

The other proposed actions do not meet regulatory requirements for a permanent disposal
site for mixed low-level waste under Resource Conservation Recovery Act, Subtitle C,
requirements. And it's truly terrible that the regulators are not forcing the Department of
Energy 1o come up with plans that meet ail regulatory requirements.

The approach with the same waste streams at Hanford resulted in a much different and regu-
latorily defensible approach, in terms of the Environmentat Restoration Disposal Facility,
which is a RCRA, Subtitle C compliant and NRC compliant mixed low-level waste site. That
is what should be done with this waste. And we'll do our best to try to convince you to do it.
Thank you.

MR. SIMPSON: Thanks, Chuck. Anyone eise? Okay. [ would just like to mention that we
will hold technical briefings for anyone who would like on this project. Also the comment
period remains open until March 18th. And if you'd like to take a proposed plan and provide
written comments by writing on the comment form attached and just folding it and placing it
in the mail, we will get that as well.

T3-1/22

T13-2/
23,4

T3-1/22

The proposed plan is a summary of those sites at TAN where remedial action is
required to protect human health and the environment from risks posed by past
releases of contamnation. The proposed plan is based on the comprehensive
RI/FS for WAG 1, which was the culmination of nearly 50 investigations of poten-
tial release sites at TAN.

These investigations, which began afler the 1991 signing of the FFA/CO for
INEEL, determined that 94 potential release sites at TAN required study. A 1995
Record of Decision initiated action at 2 sites and determined that no action or no
further action was needed at 30 sites.

The comprehensive RI/FS evaluated the remaining 62 potential release sites and
determined that no action or no further action was needed at 53 sites, and threats
to buman health required remedial action at 9 sites. One of these 9 sites, the
Mercury Spill Area (TSF-08) was selected for a treatability study and will be
remediated (if necessary) under WAG 10. Two sites do not pose a threat to human
health but do pose a risk to the environment: the LOFT-02 Disposal Pond and the
WRRTF-03 Evaporation Pond. These sites also will be addressed under WAG 10,

As part of the comprehensive WAG 1 risk assessment, all TAN buildings and
structures that are still active or inactive but in standby mode were also evaluated
io determine whether future releases from them could occur that would affect the
cumulative and comprehensive assessment of risk. As documented in Appendix D
of the comprehensive RVFS, only 4 of the 89 buildings or structures could pose
risk in the future. Appendix D also describes the programs in place to prevent
risks to human health or the environment.

The information and evaluations leading to these decisions is contained in the
Administrative Record. The primary decision documents are the OU 1-07 ROD,
the comprehensive RI/FS, the Feasibility Study Supplement, and the Track 1 and
Track 2 reports. The Agencies believed that the proposed plan issued in February
1998 and the revised proposed plan issued in November 1998 summarized this
information adequately. To resolve any confusion or lack of clarity that may have
resulted, the following list recaps the disposition of the sites in question.

TSF-06, Arca 8, ANP Cask Storage Pad. Part of this site is currently included
within the active Radioactive Paris Service and Storage Area (RPSSA) facility,
which will be evaluated during future dismantlement. Sampling during the risk
assessment indicated that the soil contamination at this site is below the levels at
which remediation is required. More information on this site is available in the
Administrative Record for WAG 1

TSF-06, Area 10, Buried Reactor Vessel. The irradiated reactor vessel is con-
tained in a metal storage tank and is believed to be more than 10 feet below
ground surface. No pathway o human or ecological receptors exists. More infor-
mation on this site is available in the Administrative Record for WAG 1.

TAN Pool (part of TAN-607 Hot Shop). The TAN Pool is part of an active facili-
ty. Potential threats to human health and the environment from this site will be
addressed during its removal from use. More information on this site is available
in the Administrative Record for WAG 1. As part of an active facility, the TAN
Pool is not being addressed under this CERCLA action.
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The next ime that we will be here in Moscow will be in May. At this point it's tentative,
but in early May to discuss the results of the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant Comprehensive
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study and also to remind you that the comment period
remains open on the Naval Reactors Facility and Argonne Naticnal Laboratory-West until the
12th of March. So with that, thanks for coming. We will hang around afierwards, if you have
any other questions.

(Meeting concluded at 8:55 p.m.}

T3-2/23,4

Mixed low-level waste (MLLW) contains both hazardous and low-level radioac-
tive components. The contents of the V-Tanks (TSF-09 and TSF-18) and the PM-2A
Tanks (TSF-26) are considered mixed low-level waste (MLLW)., Regulations appli-
cable o these sites are listed in Part 11, Section 7, of this ROD.

The investigation and cleanup process and schedule for TAN have complied with
the FFA/CO for the INEEL signed in 1991. The remedies proposed for WAG 1
sites are in no way illegal. Every reasonable effort is made to ensure that TAN
remediation activitics contribute to the ultimate goal of protecting human health
and the eavironment by use of recognized engineering and institutional responses,
that meet standards for protectiveness identified by the Agencies (DOE, EPA, and
State of Idaho). These standards (ARARs) were identified in the comprehensive
RI/FS and this ROD and will be enforced by the Agencies.




